Dear Jis, y/^4/74 

is act uufrfe® off the top of the fcaed. ¥ shave spoken of it before, recently 
X wrote nor® comprehensively and uy thSkiag of it uhil*> I was taking a walk this isoraisg 
was ended qy another attack froa the daoaad loose-running dogs. 


*?l:orc are two cases of proof of improper federal interest in eo, others with 
reasonable prasuaptions. With the Air Force, I know the identification of their file 
hut not its contents, I do have a false letter frou Suzhardt before Nison decided 1*9 
needed Suahardt's talents closer to his falsely telling eg that then: are no such files. 


trial or hearing. 


any 


% thoughts this morning turned back to the original proposal 2 siadc to bud when 
k® had a friendly relationship of the past with the asa who was ttea OIA general counsel. 
Bud then soen©& to look with favor on the idea but did nothing. 

I have in mind us approach to the CZ& about this, e quit;? open am» to their 
sew general counsel. I man lotting hits know we have proof so that as will also iciow 
that if its is lied to he should expect to have this proven to be s It®, perjury if 
uadar oath. I do npt mm letting hisa know the proof we Have. I do, however, noon to 
include two things; that wo believe wore proof is available slid that if they do not 
produce it wo aspect to bo able to; and that it is in an area fross which they arc not 
only precluded tut of a nature, that wakes lsfosc&bls their traditionai excuse ffer 
crossing the line. " -^v 

We ask for a meeting to discuss this. We say that the Watergate record zmfcis it 
Isposaibl© to believe thore awed, not ha secret taping so lots tape it out in the ores, 
*a«h side having a tape* \2he 0X& had an automatic taping systea, not dependent upon 
machines la drawers* } We gay also that we want to know what they are willing to do 
about this and what assurances, backed up by what kind of credibility, they are wailing 
to provide that once and for all it is over. 


X think we should do tltts fast, first on the chance they would be willing to 
agree to what we could find acceptable and second in the ovaat they don’t. Share is 
added reason for the second: they* 11 repeat on we tilth ¥W IY and we'll b® able to 
provide the proof is court, unless they have wade baaie changes. if thoy repeat, ana 
this time they'll see the need, ths offense then would be tht greatar, I thiiik. 

2 believe this can ba accom plish ed by a letter from you to begin with, saying 
that you represeat as and aro awarded the proof and the fact. 

What .happens thereafter* if anythin-.;, is what would detersan© what wo would 
then consider and than do. 


2his aoraing I Bade another effort to avoid aa undbeasaataosa over the dsaasd 
dogs, copy waeloaad. 1 have a file os. this and thars is little doubt that 2 do seat 
the requirements of the law. If you are uncertain about the ellipsis, it refers to 
the FBI, Whore also would local police turn? Who else would feed thoja political crap'? 

In it there is a real due process question. But the ^’arylaad &GLU is hungup os 
its opposition to handguns, (l aa against thea, too. I could carry a rifle legally but 
I won’t.) It doesn't raoo^iize that the Maryland law ia worse than nose because of 
its approach and because a long enough history shows it doesn't work. It isr this that 
started m thinking along tSsss lines, whaa X saw & block ahead a cleg I knew to be dangerous 
•sad started to return hosa, only to have to sac© for the second t ise ones I had had to 
when he charged us on the way out. 

¥hea w« can I think we should discuss this. Bear ia idnd that when the contract for 
KilTEUhSH m3 broken, act genii sing that Pg ^og sr was CIA, e y first stop thereafter was 
at i J ra3ger,seat by a friend to a friend of «&© § » who was all for the book, They had a cc.y. 



